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IABSTRACT 

Many Canadian and U.S. farming trends ran almost parallel 
through the midseventies, with increasing farm consolidation, 
more shared ownership of farms, and dramatic increases in the 
value of farm capital in both countries. Corporations control 
about 10 percent of the land'in farms in roth countries. While 
Canadian farmers produce primarily for tha market within their 
own Province, U.S. farmers produce for mt.rkets extending well I 

I 

beyond their own State. This report loo~s at these and other 
similarities and differences between the Canadian and U.S. farm 
sectors. IKeywords: Canadian agriculture, U.S. agriculture, Farming I 

trends 

I 

I 

f 

Washington, D.C. 20250 August 1981 



11. ..... , < Ia.. 
1 j..,ESS...15 ... " ................ liL~ 


August 1981 Canadian and U.S. Farm Sector Comparisons .. 
7. AulMl(I)

Nina Swann and Pat Weisgerber 
.... ~Ot......II.A .......... ~ 


International Economics Division 
Economic Research Service 
U.S. Department of Agriculture 

Washington, D.C. 20250 


Same as box 9 

"Many Canadian and U.S. f~rming trends ran almost parallel through the midseventies, with 
increasing farm consol~.~tion, more shared ownership of farms, and dramatic increases in 
the value of fa~ capital in both countries. Corporations control about 10 percent of 
the land in farms In both cOtmtries. While Canadian farmers produce primarily for the 
market within their own Province, U.S. farmers produce for markets extending well oeyond 
their own State. This report looks at these and other similarities and differences 

\ between the Canadian and U.S. farm sectors. 

17. DocuIMftt ~ .. ~ 
Capital Earnings 
 
Comparison Farms 
 
Consolidation Income taxes 
 
Corporations Land titles 
 

~ ...........*0.., ..... Ttarwtc 
 
~d.,", •.eu-t.a.
 -......_--
Farm ownership 
 
Farm sector 
 

02-B, 05-C 
lL Avlllilatl., ....,...,~ Available from: 

National Technical Information Service 
5285 Port Royal Road, Springfield, VA 22161 

0PnCIIUL ..... m (4-77),.... ....."...... ...... 

~1ITI8-H) 

D.~I"""fII~ 

http:Ot......II


• • • • 

• • • • • • • 

CONTENTS 
 

SUMMARY ••• . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 11 
 

INTRODUCTION. 
 • • • • 0 • • • • • • • • • • • • • •. " 1 

A WORD OF CAUTION . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1~ 

AGGREGATE COl-1PARISONS • . . . . • • • . . . . . . . . . 3 
 
Structure of the Farm Sector · . . . . . . . . . . 
Land Tenure • • • • • • • • • • · . . . . . . . . ~ . . 4 


5 
 
Forms of Business Organization. · . . . . . . . . . . 7 
 
Assets in tlu.l! Farming Sector. • · . . . . . . . . 8 
 
Farm Earnings • • • • • • · . . . . . . . . . 11 
 
Income Ta:: Records. • ~ • • • • · . . . . . . . . . . 13 
 

COMPARISON OF CANADIAN PROVINCES WITH 
ADJOINING STATES. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 21· .British Columbia and Washington • • • • 21c • • 

Prairie Provinces and Montana/North 

22 
26 

Dakota . • 
 • • • • . • · • · • • • · • · • · • • •
Ontario and Michigan · · · • · · · •Quebec and New York . 28· • · • · • • • •Atlantic Provinces and Maine · 

• • • · · · · · • 30· • · · · · · · • 
REFERENCES . , . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 33 
 

i 



SUliMARY 	 Many Canadian and U.S. farming trends ran almost parallel 
through the midseventies, with increasing farm consolidation, 
more shared ownership of farms, and a dramatic increase in the 
value of farm capital in both countrie9. While Canadian 
farmers produce primarily for the market within their own 
Province, U.S. farmers produce for markets extending well 
beyond their own State. This report looks at these and other 
similarities and differences between the Canadian and U.S. farm 
sectors, including: 

• 	 The United States ranks number 1 and Canada number 2 in the 
production of expuLcable supplies ot grains and oilseeds. 

• 	 As of the midseventies, farm numbers in both nations were 
only two-fifths what they had been in 1930. 

• 	 The proportion of partly owned farms has grown, mostly at 
the expense of tenant farms in the United States and fully 
owned farms in Canada. Hore than 50 percent of the land 
in farms in both countries is now controlled by part owner 
producers. 

• 	 To cope with the need for more capital, special tax 
provisions, and other factors, more complex fa~m business 
organizations have grown in number. Partnerships have 
grown faster in the United States and corporations faster 
in Canada. Corporations control about 10 percent of the 
land in farms in both countries. 

o 	 Value of farm capital in both Canada and the United States 
has increased.dramatically, especially during the 
seventies. In 1970, an average U.S. farm was worth 
$204,000; an average Canadian farm was worth $182,600. 
Each average fArm had a 17- to 18-percent debt against its 
assets. 

• 	 Gross farm earnings in the United States were 12 to 14 
times Canada's gross farm earnings during the early 
seventies, but fell to 10 times Canada's earnings by 1975 
and 1976. High wheat prices, as well as supply control 
schemes in Canada's dairy and poultry industries, 
contributed to the reduction in the ratio of U.S. to 
Canadian earnings. 

• 	 Farmers in both nations benefit from a practice whiLh 
offsets nonfarm income with farm losses, and also use 
interest payments, depreciation, cash accounting, and 
other methods combined with aggressive expansion to reduce 
their current tax liability. 

11 



INTRODUCTION 

A \lORD OF CAUTION 

Canadian and U.S. Farm Sector Comparisons 

Pat Weisgerber 

Noa Swann 

'i 

Canada and the United States both have a favorable balance of 
agricultural trade with other countries: Canada's total 
agricultural exports at $6.3 bi11i~n in 1979 exceeded its 
agricultural imports by $2 billion, while the United States, 
with agricultural exports of $34.7 billion, enjoyed a surplus 
of $18 billion that year. Early indications are that the 
agricultural trade surplus was even larger in both countries in 
1980. 

The two nations are strong competitors in exports of grain and 
oilseeds, with the United States ranking number 1 and Canada 
number 2 in world exports of these commodities. Since the 
demand for these commodities is expected to show considerable 
growth in the next decade, it is desirable to study the 
structure, scope, and status of Canada's agriculture and 
potential for increased output. A helpful approach to an 
appreciation of the dimension and potential of Canada's 
agriculture is to make somf>, comparisons with U.S. agriculture. 
This study looks at the similarities and differences between the 
farm sectors of the two countries. 

The 1974 and 1976 data used for most of the report are the 
latest available fox making a comprehensive comparativ~ 
analysis of the two countries' farm sectors. This base period 
also has the advantage that U.S. and Canadian dollars were 
trading very near par during this time. 

No effort was made to achieve strict comparability of 
definitions for the many comparisons. Data for each country 
were used whenever the underlying definition for two sets of 
data seemed to cover the same concept. Net farm income data, 
for instance, were used even though slig~t1y different methods 
for calculating this statistic had been employed in each 
country. 

Classifications with the same label were compared, even if such 
a classification was more inclusive in one country than in the 
other. Tenancy as a form of 'land tenure, for example, covered 

1 
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renters in both countries who own all the machinery they use, 
as well as sharecroppers \-.1ho contribute their labor only. 
Sharecroppers have been associated vith several aspects of u.S. 
agriculture but are essentially absent from Canada's 
agriculture. 

The same concept was otten labeled differently in each nation. 
The value of farm products consumed in farm households plus the 
value of housing provided by the farm d\/elling \laS call(!d 
"income in kind" in Canada and "nonmoney iTlcome" in the United 
States. For purposes of this discussion, the designation 
"incol.le in kind" was used for both countries (see table 8). 

Honey values \-.1ere quoted in the dollars of the country 
concerned. Fortunately, during the midseventies, a period for 
which many comparisons made in this bulletin apply, the 
Canadian and u.S. dollars w~re essentially at par. The 
relative value of the Canadian dollar has been slidinb since 
1976, and in 1979 averaged only 85 cents in u.s. money. 

Perhaps the biggest proMem pertainin3 to definitions applies 
to definitions of census farms. Both nations have changed 
their definition of a farm, the United States in the census 
conducted in 1974, and Canada in 1976. The new u.s. definition 
is "a place \..rhich had annual sales of azricultural products of 
$1,000 or more." The old definition (pertaining to the 1969 
census) had heen "a place of 10 or more acres \lith annual sales 
of agr:i.cultural products of $50 or more, and a place of less 
than 10 acres with annual sales of $250 or more." 

In Canada, the new definition in effect with the 1976 census 
defines a farm as "a place of one ,or raore acres with $1,200 or 
more of farm sales." The old definition had been""a place of 
one or more acres uith $50 or ITi~re of farm sales." 

The data presented het:e strictly follow the old definitions in 
1969 and 1971, and the new definitions in 1974 and 1976. A 
closer look shmls that both the old and new definitions are 

. similar for both nations. A bigger difference between the old 
and new exists in the definitions within each country. 

The changes in farm numbers and acreages (recorded in tables 
13, 15, 17, 19, and 21) ~re the result of t\lO effects: (1) 
forces promoting greater or less farm consolidation, plus 
forces which decrease or increase the supply of land in farms, 
and (2) the effect of a change in farm definition. In a nUl.lber 
of cases, the second effect had more impact than the first. 

Probably the largest distortion caused by a definition change 
 
uas in the Atlantic Provinces of Canada. The Agriculture 
 
Census Divrsion, Statistics Canada, supplied figures for all 
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AGGltEGATE 
COUPARISONS 

holdings v1i th 1 acre and $50 sales or grea ter (the old 

definition) for the Atlantic area as follows: 


IIoldings
Province 


1971 .. 1976 1971 
 1976 

-- Number -- Acres 

Newfoundland 1,042 878 62,704 30,058Prince Edward 
Island 4,543 3,677 774,630 731,U35Nova Scotia 6,008 5,434 1,328,875 1,2lB,953New Brunswick 5,485 4,551 1,339,133 1,153,438Total :17,078 14,540 3,505,342 3,133,434 

PercentPercentage change,

1971-76 
 -14.9 -0.2 

Comparing data using the old defiaition for 1971 and the new 
one for 1976, sho\JS a percentage change of 40.6 for "number of 
holdings," and a percentage change of 21.7 for the H in area
holdings" (see table 21). Thus, the definition change in the 
Atlantic Provinces had a substantially greater impact than did 
farm consolidation. 

The definition change in the United States was somewhat less 

\/ide ranging, and the distortion it caused was therefore 

smaller. The State of Uaine (the U.S. counterpart to the 

Atlantic Provinces) would have shown only an II-percent 

decrease in farm numbers if the old definition had applied to 

both years (see table 21); using the old and new definitions, 

~laine farm numbers had shrunk by 19 percent. Land in farms 

would have shrunk only 10 percent, instead of the 13-percent

decrease indicated. 

Uhen the final line had been established to mark the 
boundary between Canada and the United States in 1070, Canada 
had retained only the northern fringe of North America's 
temperate zone. Clima~e and soils severely limit the amount of 
land suitable for commercial agriculture in Canada; in 
contrast, the United States has much good land and a generally 
favorable climate. Consequently, the agriculture of the United 
States overshadovls that of Canada. On a per (:,apita baSis, 
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Structure of the 
Farm Sector 

however, farming contributes similarly to each nation's 
economy. Canada's gross farm income of $13.7 billion in 1979 
was over 9 percent of u.s. gross farm income; at 23.5 million, 
Canada's population was little more than 10 percent of the U.S. 
population. 

Both nations have achieved a high degree of industrialization 
and do far more trading with each other than any other two 
nations. With a gross national product worth $243 billion a 
year, Canada sells $37 billion to the United States and buys $39 
billion of American imports. Seventy percent of Canada's 
exports go to American buyers. Japan, the second largest buyer 
of Canadian goods, takes less than 10 percent. 

Both countries have a favorable balance of agricultural trade 
with all other countries, but in trade with each other the 
balance is in favor 0.: the United Stat.es. Canada imported $2.2 
billion of agricultural goods and services in 1979, but her 
agricultural exports to the United States were only $1.8 
billion. Fruits and vegetables are the largest category of 
Canada's agricultural imports from the United States--valued 
around $690 million in 1979. 

Farm numbers in both the United States and Canada 
reached a peak in the thirties, standing at 6.8 million for the 
United States and at 0.73 million for Canada. By 1951, these 
figures had shrunk to 5.4 million and to 0.62 million, 
respectively. A quarter century later, the numbers had declined 
by another 50 percent to 2.7 million and 0.30 million. 

Total land in farms reached a peak in the United States in the 
fifties at about 1,200 million acres and has been on a moderate 
decline since then (table 1). Land in farms in Canada appears 
to have reached a plateau of 174 million acres during 1940-66, 
and has been declining slowly since 1966. The percentage 
decline in farm numbers between 1931 and 1976 has been almost 
identical for the two countries--in 1976 each country had only 
two-fifths the number of farms existing in 1931. 

Size of the average farm has grown continuously in both 
countries in the last 50 years. This trend will surely 
continue. Earnings tend to be relatively small per unit of farm 
output, and those relying heavily on farming for income must 
often increase total output to realize an adequate family 
income. The most common w~y of increasing total output is to 
add more acreageo There is also evidence that most farms can 
achieve greater cost efficiency if their operations are enlarged. 

Less than 3.5 percent of the U.S. population live on farms. The 
range is from 0.4 percent in Rhode Island to 26 percent in South 
Dakota. Abo'i.rt 4.5 percent of the Canadian population live on 

4 
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i Land Tenur~ 

Table 1--Total number of farms, land in farms, and average 
 
farm size, United States and Canada, selected years 
 

Number of farms Land in farms Average farm size 
Year 

United United United 
States Canada States Canada States Canada 

Thousunds Hi11ion acres Acres 

1931 6,608 729 907 163 151 224 
 
1941 6,293 734 1,065 174 168 237 
 \I, 

I
1951 5,423 623 1,204 174 222 279 
 
1956 4~514 575 1,197 174 265 303 
 
1961 3,825 431 1,163 173 305 360 
 
1966 3,257 430 1,132 174 348 405 
 
1971 2,902 366 1,097 170 373 462 
 
1976 2,738 300 1,073 166 394 553 
 

Sources: (~, 29). !/ 

farms. The range is from 0.3 percent in Newfoundland to 21 
 
percent in Saskatchewan. 
 

Land tenure includes the o~mership, use, and control of the land 
and the claims on services and i~come flows. Farmers are 
generally classified as full owner.s, part owners,· or tenants. 
Full owners operate only the land owned and may have full or 
little equity in this land. Similarly, part owners may have 
full or little equity in the land owned, and rent a small or 
large portion of their total farmland. Tenants rent all their 
land, and their equity varies with ownership in machinery and 
livestock. 

Both the U.S. and Canadian censuses of agriculture include very 
small holdings in their definition of a farm, and thus include 
many part~time farmers (table 2). A substantial proportion of 
part-eime farmers, especially among the full owner class, 
receive, on average, more t~3n 50 percent of their income from 
nonfarm sources. The part owner class tends to be made up more 
uniformly {f full-time, or near full-time, commercial farmers. 
The percenLage of part owners has been growing steadily in both 
countr~~s in the past quarter century, and will soon make up 
about one-third of all farmso The increase in the percentage of 
part owner holdings in the quarter century has been at the 
expense of tenants in the United States (tenants dropped from 27 

1/ Underscored numbers in parentheses refer to items in the 
references section. 
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Table 2-- Proportion of farms under variot.:3 tenure arrange­
ments, U.S. and Canadian farms, selected years 

:Tenure arrangement of total farms 
Country :Total farms: Full Part 

and year 	 mmer O\·mer TenantI 
 
Hi 11ion - Percent -

UnH~d States:l 
 
1950 5.39 57.3 16.1 26.9 
1954 4.78 57.3 17.4 24.1I 
» 1959 	 3.71 57.1 22.4 19.9I 	 1964 3.16 57.6 24.9 17.1 
1969 2.73 62.6 24.5 12.5 
1974 2.31 61. 5 27.3 11.3 

Canada: 
1951 .623 77 .2 14.3 7.2 
1956 .575 76.9 15.8 6.3 
1961 .431 72.3 20.3 5.8 
1966 .431 72.2 22.7 4.6 
1971 .366 69.1 26.2 5.2 
1976 .300 63.0 31.3 5.7 

Sources: (1&, ,~, ~). 

to 11 percent), and at the expense of full owners in Canada 
(who dropped from 77 to 63 percent). 

Uhere families derive nearly all their income from farming, 
capital needs are becoming very large, dnd financing for full 
ownership of production resources is hard to obtain. Hence 
there is a trend to an ever greater separation of the O\mership 
and control over farm capital requirements. Increasingly, the 
operators of full-time farms O\m some of the farm resources and 
rent some of the inputs, such as the additional land required 
when a farm operation is expanded. 

The amount of land controlled by part o~ners had increased to 
over half of all land in farms 	by the midseventies. Land 
operated by part owners had reached 52 percent of all '.and in 
farms in Canada, and 53 percent of all land in farms in the 
United States. Thus in the midseventies, the average size of 
farms operated by part o\mers was much larger than the farm 
size of either full owners or tenants. In Canada, the average 
part m-mer farm ~",as 2.6 times the size of the full o\mer farm 
and 1.3 times the si~e of the tenant farm. In the United 
Statee, the average part owner 	farm \laS 3.4 times the size of 
the full owner farm and 1.3 times the size of the tenant farm. 
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Forms of BUS1.h<:!SS 

Organization 

Canada and the United States differ most in regard to the number of 
farmer tenants. As recently as the early fifties, one-fourth 
of all farm operators in the United States were classified as i! 
tenants. A large proportion of these consisted of 
sharecroppers on farms growing tobacco, cotton, or sugarcane. 
Hechanization has rapidly moved sharecroppers off the farms. 
Nevertheless, this percentage of tenancy is still double that 
which exists in Canada. Further mechanization, such as that 
which is rapidly moving into tobacco farming, yill continue to 
reduce the average percentage of tenancy in the United States. 

To cope with the need for large amounts of capital, 
special tax and inheritance provisions, and other instItutional 
relationships, complex business organizations are coming into 
the agriculture of both countries. P~.rtnerships such as thoBe 
between a father and son and family corporations are becoming 
more common as a means to provide for family succession, for 
satisfying large capital requirements, and sometimes to satisfy 
calls for specialization. Of course, the sole proprietorship . 
or husband-wife combination is still by far the most common 
form of business organization, accounting for about 90 percent 
of all farming operations (tables 3 and 4). The sole 
proprietorship organization accounted for 75 percent of all 
U.S. land _n farms and for 82 percent of all Canadian land in 
farms. The incidence of partnerships was more than twice as 
high among U.S. operations as among Canadian farms and 
accounted for three times as much of the land farmed. 
Corporations, at least family corporations, were more com::"'In in 
Canada than in the United States., but they accounted for only 
about 10 percent of land in farms in each country. 

Table 3--Number of farms and land in farms by form 
 
of organization, United States, 1974 II 
 

Form of 
 
organiz', tion Farms Land in farms 
 

Number Percent 1,000 acres Percent 

Individual :1,517,787 89.5 678,738 74,Q 
Partnership 144,969 8.6 124,479 13..7 
Corporations 28,442 1.7 96,125 10.6 
Other 21 3,349 .2 6,298 .7 

Total :·1,695,047 100.0 905,640 100.0 

II Farms with sales of $2,500 or more.

II Estates, Indian reservations, and other. 
 

Source: (30). 

7 



---

~----------------,----------------- ­ " 

Assets in the 
 
Farming Sector 
 

Tab:Le 4--Number of farms and land in farms by form 
of organization, Canada, 1976 

Form of 
 
organization Farms 
 Land in farms 

Number Percent 1,000 acres Percent 

Individual 274,490 91.5 134,983 81.3
Partnership 11,313 3.8 7,980 4.8
Corporations 13,212 4.4 14,895


Family 11 p34·8 3.8 
9.0 
 

12,505 7.5Independent 1,864 .6 2,389 1.4
Other 1/ 1,201 .4 8,119 4.9Total 300,118 100.0 165,976 100.0 

1/ Includes community pasture, estates, and 
 
institutionc. 
 

;Sourc6s: (Q, .~..!)" 

The three forms of farm business arrangements were 
cross-classified with seven main commodities sold by the farm 
(the "type" of farm, table 5). Grain farms were the most 
common type of farm in both countries among sole 
proprietorships and partners.hips. Livestock (cattle and hog) 
farms were the ~:econd most numerous' group, and dairy farms came 
in third. Under corporation farms, 'the same sequence held for 
Canada, but in the United Statesllivestock farms surpassed the 
number of grain farms. 

The same form of business organizations were then 
 
cross-referenced with different groups classified by their 
 
gross farm sales (table 6). As expected, sole proprietorships 
 
were much more common than the other two forms in all sales 
 
categories. Partnerships and corporations become more 
 
prominent, however, moving from the lower to the higher sales 
 
categories. This is consistent with the theory that 
 
organizations become more complex as the need for additional 
 
capital grows. 

Value of farm capital for both Canada and the United 
States has increased dramatically in recent years, chiefly as a 
result of increased land and machinery prices. In 1961, the 
total value of farm capital in Canada was $11.7 billion. By 
1966 it had increased to $17.7 billion and by 1971 to $22.4 
billion. During 1971-76, total capital increased nearly 145 
pp.rcent to $55 billion, for an average annual growth rate of 20 
percent in the latter 5 years. As the number of farms 
declined, the average capital investment per farm increased 
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Table 5--Number of farms under various business a~rangements, 
by type of farm, United States 1974 1/ and Canada 1976 

Farm business arrangement 

Corporation 2)PartnershipType of Sole 
 
farm proprietorship 
 

United: Canada: United: CanadaUnited Canada 
States:States:States : 

l~umber 

3,40573,006 40~548 2,770 9,355
Livestock 457,299 

2,329 2,331 1,460
Dairy 172,828 44,135 20,898 
poultry 38,490 3,482 2,209 183 1,991 66i 

526,139 102,358 47,951 4,043 6,164 4,932
Grain 
Fruit and 

7,069 374 4,251 555 
vegetable 59,498 7,347 

527 2,068 654 
Field crop 73,221 4,987 6,126 

Other 190,048 9,354 20,168 538 6,345 998 

1/ Sales of $2,500 and over. 
 
2/ Includes family and others. 
 
Sources: (~, 30). 
 

from $74,700 in 1971 to $182,600 in 1976. Of the total assets, 
 
76 percent is in land and buildings, 16 percent in machinery 
 
and equipment, and 8 percent in livestock and poultry. 
 

The rise in U.S. farm capital values followed the Canadian 
 
pattern although t3e increase was not as dramatic during 
 
1971-76. The 1961 U.S. value of farm capital assets was $176 
 
billion; it increased to $223 billion by 1966 and to $281 
 
billion in 1971. The increase in the next 5 years was 82 
 
percent to $511 billion. Land and buildings were 82 percent of 
 
total capital investment, machinery and equipment were 13 
 
percent, and livestock and poultry made up the remaining 5 
 
percent of the capital investment. 
 

The average value of Canadian land with improvements was $250 
 
per acre in 1976. In the Prairie Provinces, this came to only 
 
$170 per acre, with a low of $142 in Saskatchewan. Average 
 
values in Quebec were $277 per acre, $431 per acre in British 
 
Columbia, $664 per acre in Newfoundland, and $884 per acre in 
 
Ontari'o. 

U;S. real estate values \iere over 50 percent higher than in 
Canada, with an average value of $385 per acre in 1976. Val~es 
uere lowest in the intermountain area where Nevada, New l1e;dco, 
and \~yoming farmland averaged less than $100 per acre. The 
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Table 6--Number of farms under various business arrangements by economic sales class, 
United States 1974 1/ and Canada 1976 

t 
t Economic sales Sole proprietorship Partnership Corpora.tion 2/

class ] 
 
r, Number .i 

United States: 
t $100,000 and over 138,463 27,811 16,319 
,r $40,000-$99,999 280,824 37,107 6,379, 
 $20,000-$39,999 290,596 27,671 3,504 
~ $10,000-$14,999 284,521 22,801 2,689 

$5,000-$9,999 277,272 17,180 1,921 1t $2,500- $4,999 275,897 12,399 1,687 I 

Total 1,547,573 144,969 32,499 i
<; 

:j 
Canada: \ j

$100,000 and over 7,316 1,403 3,630 

$75$000-$99,999 7,247 1,018 927 1 ~
I 
 

'1 

$50,000-$74,999 19,192 1,723 1,205 
1,002$35,000-$49,999 24,951 1,335 

$25,000-$34,999 29,797 1,166 1,058 
$15,000-$24,999 43,306 1,412 1,411 
$10,000-$14,999 33,388 920 1,055 
$5,000-$9,999 43,381 1,061 1,349 
$2,500-$4,999 65,912 1,275 1,910 

Total 274,490 11,313 13,547 

11 Sales of $2,500 and over. 

gj Includes family and other. 


Sources: (21 , 30). 
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Farm Earnings 

highest values were in the Northeast where New Jersey farmland 
averaged more than $2,000 per acre. Interm~diate values were 
in the Corn Belt where the land approached $1,000 per acre in 
1976. 

Comparing an average U.S. farm and an average Canadian farm in 
1976, the U.S. farm h~9_about 11 percent more value in terms of 
net worth, but the equity-to-debt ratio was about the same for 
each average farm o~ th~ two nations (table 7). 

Gross farm income includes total cash receipts from farming 
plus income in kind. Income in kind is defined as the value of 
farm products consumed directly in farm households and the 
value of housing provided by farm dwellings. Net farm income 
is the difference between the gross farm income and operating 
charges plus depreciation. In the early seventies, U.S. total 
cash receipts ranged 12 to 14 times as large as ~hose for 
Canada (table 8). But beginning in 1974, high wheat prices 
began to have a proportionately greater impact on Canada's cash 
receipts than on U.S. cash receipts. In 1975 and 1976, U.S. 
receipts fell to less than 10 times Canada's receipts. 

Table 	 7--Balance sheet for average U.S. 
and Canadian farms, 1976 

Average Average 
U.S. CanadianIt~m 
farm farm 

Dollars 
 
Assets: 
 

166,000 138,400Land and buildings 
 
26,000 29,400 
11achinery and equipment 
12,000 14,800Livestock and poultry 

204,000 182,600Total 

Liabilities: 
16,000 10,300Short-term 

Intermediate and long-term 21,000 21,450 
37,000 31,750Total 

167,000 150,850Net worth 

Percent 
 
Ownprs equity in the farm 
 

82 83business 

18 17Debt 

Source: (21), anQ unpublished material, U.S. Dept. Agr. 
 
(USDA), Econ:-Res. S~rv. 
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Table 8--Components of net farm income in Canaqa and the United States I• 

Total cash IIncome in kind Gross farm income Operating and
receiJ2t8 1{. Net farm income gfYear deJ2reciation charses IUnited United United --- ICanada Canada CanM.& United United 1States CanadaStates States States ClIllada

S~ 

Million doll8.'rs 

1971 57 ,'~oo 4,564 4,600 538 62.000 5.102 47.400 3,633 14,600 1,615 

1972 66,000 5.451 5,000 559 71.000 6,010 52.300 3,888 18,700 1,874 

1973 93.100 6.840 5.800 678 98.900 7,518 65.600 4,781 33,300 3,252 

1974 91,300 8,879 7.000 827 98.300 9.703 72,200 5.842 26,100 3.773 

1975 92.400 9.907 7.9010 922 100.300 10,829 75,900 6,652 24,500 4,328 

1976 93,100 10.005 8,700 1,029 . 101.800 11,034 83.100 7.116 18,700 3,377 

!I Includes supplementary payments. 
 
gf Adjusted for inventory changes. 
 

Sources: (1. 20, 23, 24, ~). 

J 
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Production of wheat in Canada was considerably lower during the 
early seventies then later in the decade; 1970/71 was a record 
poor year with 9 million metric tons, and 1971/72 had 14.4 
million metric tons, for an average of less than 12 million 
metric tons. The crop year 1975/76 had 17 million metric tons 
and 1976/77 had 23fi6, for an average of over 20. The 
66-percent increase in production, plus higher prices, made a 
significant difference. 

One other influence contributed to the sharp drop in the ratio 
of u.s. to Canadian farm cash receipts: supply control and 
pricing schemes in Canada's dairy and poultry industries during 
the midseventies resulted in higher prices for dairy and 
poultry products. The higher prices, in turn, resulted in 
considerably improved returns to the producers. 

Income Tax Records 	 Income tax records are anothe~ source of information on 
"farmer" earnings from agriculture and other sources. Each 
nation has done some analysis of the tax records which report { 
some farm income (or 	 loss) along with other forms of income. ! 
The taxpayers included are labeled "farm taxfilers." The tax 
records are processed and analyzed to discover the degree to , 

,j 
" 

which farm losses are being used to offset nonfarm income. ,
,l 

Farm taxfilers in the two nations have'a wide range of 
interests and commitment. These range from large commercial 
farmers whose income is entirely from farming to persons who 
are only superficially involved in farming. The income tax 
records of both the United States and Canada reflect this wide 
range of commitment to farming by the farm taxfilers. An 
analysis of the Tecords suggests the degree to which individual 
taxpayers are benefitting from reported farm losses. Abuse of 
the farm tax provisions can provide significant tax shelters 
for many who are only superficial farmers. Many farmers, of 
course, are also using interest payments, depreciation, or cash 
accounting ~ombined with aggressive expansion to reduce their 
current tax liability. 

Much p~~licity has been given to taxpayers reporting a large 
nonfarm income combined with a sizable farm loss. Primarily 
with this case in mind, two USDA researchers undertook an 
analysis of the records of all 1970 u.S. farm taxfilers. The 
resulting study is especially revealing with respect to the 43 
percent of the farm taxfilers who reported farm losses (10). 
Following are a number of the more interesting findings:--

About 43 percent of the 2.9 million U.S. individuals 
filing farm tax returns in 1970 reported 
losses--nearly 1.3 million individuals. An analysis 
of these farm loss returns suggests that "tax loss" 
farmers who invest in agriculture to shelter nonfarm 
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earnings are nQt "typical" in U.S. agriculture. But 
neither are they a rarity. 

More than 40 percent of total farm losses were 
reported by individuals with less than $5,000 in 
basic income (adjusted gross income plus excluded 
gains, dividends, and other adjustments to income). 

However, over 17 percent of reported farm losses were 
claimed by those tl1ith $25,000 or more in basic 
income. This latter group accounted for about 5 
percent of those reporting farm losses but paid 56 
percent of the income taxes paid by people reporting 
farm losses. The higher the basic income the more 
frequent became the reported farm losses. 

More than 90 percent of the 1970 farm loss returns 
had a loss of less than $5,000. Farm losses of 
$10,000·or more were reported by about 3 percent of 
the farm loss returns. These large farm losses were 
concentrated in two basic income classes--those with 
negative basic incomes and those with $25,000 or 
more. 

Nonfarm income was substantially higher for the farm 
loss group taan for the group reporting farm 
profits. Also, the size of nonfarm income increased 
substantially with the size of the farming operation 
for the loss group while the level of nonfarm income 
remained relatively constant for the group reporting
farm profits. 

In tarms of numbers of u.S. taxpayers and amount of 
nonfarm income reported, the majority of farm loss 
retllrns do not appear to be tax shelters. HO\l1ever, 
there is some abuse of the farm tax provisions. 

Canada, apparently, has not done similar indepth research 
to establish the degree to which reported farm losses 
might be providing a tax shelter. But both Canada and the 
United States have done limited analysis on tax records 
for a more recent tax year. Canadian analysts looked at 
their country as a whole and separately at the 10 
Provinces (fig. 1). U.S. analysts considered the whole 
country as well as 10 specified U.S. farm production
regions (fig. 2). 

For the United States, net incomes were lowest in 
Appalachia and the Northern Plains where 36 percent of 
farm taxfilers reported less than $6,000 per year (table 9). 
In the Corn Belt and the Northeast, only one-fourth 
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Figure 1. Canadian Farming Regions 
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Figure 2. U.S. Farming Regions 
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Table 9--Number of U.S. taxpayers under various income classes and average net income per taxpayer, by region, 1916 

Net income c1ass 
Region:--$l $2,000 $4,000 $6,000 $8,OOl) $10,000 $12;,)00 $15,000 $25,000 $50,000 

o 	 to to to to to to to to to and Total. 
$1,999 $3.999 $5.999 $7.999 $9.999 $11,999 $14.999 $24,99JL: $49,999 over 

Number 

Taxfi1ers reporting in-­
Northeast 9,2 '1 1,231 10,884 12,189 22,858 19,833 1,817 19,641 24,043 14,934 1,558 156 0 430Lake States 	 12,881 18,518 13,165 39,119 31,261 31,224 18,531 33,683 58,311 34,041 6,448 303,368
Corn Be1t 	 31,219 40,614' 59,360 32,831 42,139 46,398 35,153 76,253 175,691 88,493 25,161 659,918
Northern P1ains 24,941 14,054 35,532 21,322 23,454 20,965 20,224 26,051 48,291 21,959 6,961 269,180Appalachian 12,566 41,184 43,401 31,589 33,801 27,286 29,295 44,399 68,010 31,382 8,821 389,146Southeast 18,121 15,132 14,688 13,1H 15,594 10,920 15,938 21,729 31,693 2'.),866 9,472 194,410Delta States 3,161 9,559 16,920 9,559 13,211 15,559 10,252 8,892 21,870 16,043 4,590 136,216
Southern P1ains 20,391 25,321 31,601 31,500 8,351 22,150 18,561 33,693 73,313 45,430 11,424 321,141
Mountain 	 15,100 1,158 15,440 9,863 10,318 12,522 8,834 15,164 30,810 14,085 5,214 144,568
Pacific 	 5,546 19,543 1,351 1,444 12,895 10,819 6,238 20,489 56,186 41,355 :1.4,133 2()3,259 

U.S. total. 160,415 204,382 248,348 215,181 213,882 223,136 111,449 300,000 601,049 340,594 106,460 2,785,562 

~ 

Average net income per 
taxfiler in-­
Northeast -5,114 841 2,585 5,024 6,186 8,908 10,812 13,500 40,051 31,592 349,310 16,328
Lake States 	 1,013-H,113 2,508 5,118 6,126 8,998 11,003 13,530 39,340 34,081 244,032 13.612Corn BeJ.t ,. -1,115 1,250 3,154 4,880 1,268 8,153 H,080 13,606 39,683 33,465 246,145 16,412
Northern Plains :, -H,498 1,196 3,104 5,HO 6,949 8,865 H,005 13,309 39,660 32,111 248,493 12,317Appalachian 	 -6,131 961 3,050 5,056 1,051 8,902 10,906 13,353 39,640 31,781 264,828 12,819Southeast 	 -10,462 800 3,091 4,984 1,209 8,855 H ,035 13,461 39,018 34,240 289,432 15,613DeJ.ta States -11,514 70; 3,013 5,294 1,097 8,986 10,881 13,153 39,411 33,257 259,114 14,835Southern P1ains -10,011 939 2,808 4,952 1,186 8,913 10,891 13,241 39,535 32,220 342,812 18,638Mountain -14,215 180 3,001 5,391 1,094 9,164 11,001 13,452 39,115 34,400 288,165 13,694Pacific -32.133 1,013 2,843 5,263 1,134 8,582 10,826 13,391 39.949 32,691 296,346 22,019 

U • S. average 	 1,018-10,153 2,998 5,068 1,033 8,894 10,912 13,458 39,514 33,020 288,239 15,620 

Source: (J!) . 

___ ,,_1 
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of taxfilers reported less than $6,000. On the other 
hand, more than half the taxfilers in Canada's Atlantic 
Provinces reported less than $5,000 net income, whereas in 
Saskatchewan and British Columbia only 30 percent reported 
less than $5,000 net income (table 10). 

At the high end of the reporting range, the u.s. Pacific I 
i 

{egion and British Columbia in Canada had the greatest -I 
lH'oportion of high net incomes. Over 7 percent of the 
Pacific region farm taxfilers reported more than $50,000 
net ~ncome, while nearly 2 percent of the British Columbia 
tpxfilers reported more t~u $50,000. 

The 1974 Canadian study and the 1976 u.S. study have not 
been analyzed to the same extent as the 1970 u.s. study 
which resulted in the tax loss farming bulletin (lQ). It 
can be assumed, however, that a large number of taxfilers 
in each study reported farm losses. 

Four of the 10 regions in the u.n. study--the So~theast, 
Southern Plains, Mountain, and Pacific--reported negative 
net farm incomes (table 11). This means that average net 
farm losses exceeded average farm profits in the four 
regions. Even in regions such as the Lake States, Corn 
Belt, and Northern Plains, where commercial farming is 
considered commonplace, average net farm incomes ranged 
only between $2,000 and $4,000 in 1976. 

The farm income column with respect to Canada's farm 
taxfilers (table 12) turns out to be positive throughout. 
Nevertheless, only in Saskatchewan and l1anitoba did farm 
income for these filers average higher than their off-farm 
income. In British Columbia, in fact, ne~ farm income was 
only 11 percent of total net income. 

An extended analysis of the two sets of farm taxfiler 
records is not available; hence, it is not possible to 
ascertain the extent of possible "tax loss" farming that 
may apply in each country. Tables 11 and 12 suggest that 
tax loss farming is considerably greater in the United 
States than in Canada. But in both nations, the 
possibilities for using farm losses as a tax shelter 
surely motivates substantial numbers of farm tax£tlers. 
Tax laws in both nations strive to reduce the proportion 
of losses which are permitted as artificial losse$ for tax 
purposese Tax authorities, in other words, attempt to 
disallow "artificial" losses for tax purposes, but do 
allow for the "real" losses. 

The largest source of nonfarm income is "wages and 
salaries" (tables 11 and 12). The average size of the 
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Table 10--Number of C::nadian taxfilers under various income classes and average net income per taxfiler, by Province, 1914 

Net income class 

Province $1 $2,500 - -- $5,000 $1,500 l10,000 $15,000 $25,000 $35,000 $50,000 
o 	 to to: to to to to to to and Total 

$2,499 $4,999_: $7,499 $9,999 $14,999 $24.999 $34,999 $49,999 over 

Number 

Taxpayers reporting in-­
o 436Newfoundland 16 114 162 "11 38 54 !flO gf12 ~9 


Prince Edward Island 135 979
148 526 210 241 162 	 59 33 34 3,193 

Kova Scotia 163 340 1,262 846 603 510 215 62 39 
 24 4,624
 
Kew Brunswick 151 581 888 665 401 355 236 60 49 31 3,439 
 
Quebec 126 4,204 11,517 12,616 4,620 3,731 1,652 421 230 311 40,138 
 
Ontario 1!,,159 12,898 21,482 16,204 13,119 11,900 12,158 3,412 1,640 1,432 104,412 
 
Manitoba 1,493 6,053 8,994 6,840 4,895 6,117 4,266 1,224 518 344 40,314 
 
Sa!l!ta:1:chevan 2,312 9,258 16,599 14,350 11,447 16,342 14,914 5,184 2,591 1,381 94,390 
 
Alberta 3,939 10,331 
 15,808 12,028 9,464 13,184 10,906 3,401 1,195 1,365 82,233 
 

487 21,086
Briti9h Columbia 1,093 2,156 3,352 2,829 2,633 4,299 2,362 833 	 362 

Canadian total '!!J 14,294 41,258 81,162 64,020 41,539 62,868 47,626 14,698 1,511 5,303 395,219 

Dollars 
Average net in~ome per taxpayer 

:1m-­
Newfoundland -3,731 1,494 3.721 6,066 8,454 	 11,835 !/11,062 2/29,109 3/59,5LI1 o 6,502 
 

12,186 19,492 - 29,444 - 40,251 68,283 6,466
Prince Edward Island -8,045 1,497 3,107 6,133 8,615 
Nova Scotia -3,261 1,503 3,184 6,143 8,664 11,989 18,841! 28,934 40,961 10,119 6,985 
 
New Brunsviilk -3,636 1,464 3,764 6,113 8,646 12,097 18,820 29,06B 40,115 13.155 1,691 
 
Quebec -3,521 1,611 3,889 5,896 8,627 11,962 18,540 29,099 41,400 85,106 ; ,231 
 
Ontario -4,403 
 1,480 3,181 6,180 8,704 12,223 18,160 29,210 41,151 81,143 9,923 
 
Manitoba. -3,533 1,461 3,166 6,114 8,668 12,196 18,882 29,919 40,173 10,561 8,838 
 
Saskatchev8,ll -5,046 1,521 3,183 6,210 8,104 12,293 19,081 29,160 40,911 11,121 11,681 
 
Alberta -5,512 1,456 3,119 6,178 8,106 12,262 18,928 29,249 41,102 ~1,058 10,416 
 
British Columbia -5,662 1,420 3,111 6,207 8,133 12,283 18,683 29,241 41,181 88,933 ll,169 
 

Canadian average '!!J -4,826 1,491 3,193 6,131 8,693 1~,233 18,904 29,116 41,034 19,119 10,018 

1/ $15,000 to $19,999. 
 
2/ $20,000 to $34,999.

1/ $35,000 and over. 
 
~ Includes Yukon, Northwest Territories, and foreigners and taxfilers who could not be c1S-ssified. 

Source: (1.) • 

.\ 
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Table ll--Components of average net income per U.S. taxfiler, by region, 1976 

Wages Business Interest Rents Total. Net farm Total 

Region and and and and Other nonfarm net 
income incomesalaries profession dividends royalties income income 
 

Dollars r 
Northeast 920 8,517 841 2,869 135 1,811 14,173 15~1)93 I 
Lake Sta.tes 2,173 6,767 511 1,244 0344 1,729 10,595 12,768 n 

If 

Corn Belt 3,716 7,684 861 1,575 279 1,620 12,019 15,735 

Northern Plains 2,528 4,696 507 1,278 596 1,715 8,792 11,320 

Appalachian 435 8,273 855 1,203 344 1!309 11,984 12,419 

Southeast -958 9,736 1,144 2,076 330 2,053 15,339 14,381 

Delta States 805 8,290 1,217 1,228 550 1,857 13~142 13,947 

Southern Plains -643 10,032 1,542 2,204 1,478 2,278 17,534 26,891 

Mountain -886 8,302 869 1,981 638 1,564 13,354 12,468 

Pacific -659 13,099 1,536 3,065 339 3,320 21,359 20~700 

u.S. average 1,277 8~301 954 1,753 499 1,849 13,356 14,633 

Source: (31). 
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N 
0 Table 12--Components of average net income per Canadian taxfiler, by Province, 1974 

Wages Off-farm Rental Total TotalNet farm Family otherProvince and se1f- and nonfarm netincome allowances inc' -.-:esalaries employment investment income income ~ 
R

Dollars Ll 

~ 
Newfoundland 1,065 3,369 565 565 282 656 5,437 6,502I ~ 

f! 
Prince EdwardI Island 2,859 1,995 440 526 238 408 3,607 ~,466 ~ J

Ii 
Nova Scotia 941 3,789 628 805 242 580 6,044 6,995 !l

tl
b 

New Brunswick 2,166 3,307 604 810 258 551 5,530 7,697 Ii 

Quebec 2,419 2,739 487 838 283 435 4,782 7,201 

Ontario 2,910 4,225 70:+ 1,377 232 416 7,,014 9,923 I
tl 

Manitoba 4,752 ' 2,376 326 801 228 355 4,086 8,838 tl 
H 
~ I 

Saskatchewan 8,062 1,669 267 1,020 209 380 3~545 11,607 it
fj 
Ii 
II 

Alberta 4,299 3,739 660 1,115 217 386 6,117 10~416 ~ 
:1 

British Columbia 1,286 6,151 1,069 1,752 263 648 9,883 11,169 
;i 
n 
n

Canadian ,; 

average 4,452 3,241 544 1,122 230 428 5,565 10,018 Ii 
!I 

N 
!f q 
~ i 

Source: (1) • H 
jl
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COMPARISON OF 
CANADIAN PROVINCES 
WITH ADJOINING 
STATES 

British Columbia 
and Washington 

wages and salaries component is especially large in British 
Columbia and the three Pacific States (Washington, Oregon, and 
California) where a sizable number of farm taxfilers had 
reported $50,000 or more of net income. 

Two recent censuses of agriculture show changes in farm numbers, 
total land in farms, and average size of farms over a recent 
5-year period. The censuses relating to the United States were 
conducted in 1969 and 1974; the Canadian censuses were 
conducted in 1971 and 1976. 

Cash receipt3 from the sale of farm commodities are given for 
the Provinces and States for each specified Province/State 
comparison. The years 1974, 1975, and 1976 were selected for 
observation. They are the most recent set of 3 years in which 
the U.S. and Canadian dollars were essentially at par with each 
other. 

Agriculture is substantially more important in Yashington 
than in British Columbia. In 1970, Washington had three times 
as much farmland as did British Columbia (table 13). Over the 
next 5 years, Washington experienced a net loss of 5 percent of 
its farmland, while British Columbia maintained the sam, level 
of farmland by developing new land as rapidly as older~armland 
went into airports, highways, and urban expansion. 

Farm consolidation proceeded much faster in British Columbia 
 
than in Washington over the 5-year period. During ·this time, 
 
the British Columbia average farm size grew from 61 to 79 
 
percent of the Washington average farm size. 
 

Washington has only one mountain range (the Ca~cades) extending 
 
the full north-south length of the State. Much of the State 
 
east and some west of this mountain range is being farmed. The 
 
large wheat farms in the southeastern quadrant contribute most 
 
to the relatively large size of the Washington farms. 
 

Nearly the entire Province of British Columbia is covered with 
several mountain ranges running the full length of the Province 
parallel to the west coast. A few cattle ranches in the narrow 
intermountain valleys and some grain-livestock farms in the 
northeastern part (British Columbia portion of the Peace River 
area) bring up the average farm size. Host of the rest of 
British Columbia farming is of an intensive nature conducted on 
comparatiyely small acreages. 

The climate for agriculture is somewhat more favorable in 
Washington than in British Columbia. Thus with only three 
times as much farmland, Washington produces more than four 
times as much value in farm output. For the period 1974-76, 

-----',-:---"---_.­ -~-.-" 
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Prairie Provinces 
and Montana/North 
Dakota 

Table 13--Comparisons of farms in British Columbia with 
Washington State 

British Columbia Washington 

Item 
1971 1976 1969 1974 

34,033 29,41018,400 13,033Farms (number) 
Land in farms 17,559 16,612

(1,000 acres) 5,823 5,811 
516 565316 446Average size (acres): 

Sources: (~, 29). 

annual cash receipts for all farm products approached $1.8 
billion in Washington, compared with $0.44 billion in British 
Columbia (table 14). 

The population of British Columbia is about 72 percent of the 
population of the State of Washington. Hence, with its much 
smaller agricultural base, British Columbia focuses more on 
producing livestock and livestock products. This action is 
designed to reduce the required level of British Columbia 
imports of these higher priced foods. Washington's output of 
livestock and livestock products is less thaR twice British 
Columbia's output, whereas the value of crop output is eight 
times that of British Columbia. 

The number of farms in the Prairie Provinces--Alberta, 
Saskatchewan, and Manitoba--exceeds ~he combined number in 
Montana and North Dakota by nearly 2-1/2 times. Total land in 
farms in the three Provinces, however, exceeds that of the two 
States by little more than 1-1/4 times (table 15). Thus, 
Montana/North Dakota farms average nearly twice the size of the 
Canadian Prairie farms. 

The main reason that farms on the U.S. side are larger is that 
most of 110ntana and some of North Dakota is farmed less 
intensively. 

Vast regions of Montana and southwestern North Dakota still 
have much of their land in its native cover (land never 
tilled). Rangeland constitutes 56 percent of Montana land 
use; forest iand constitutes 24 percent. Only 17 percent is 
in cropland. Grazing land is utilized by ranchers and farmers, 
and this results in a more extensive type of farming with 
larger land holdings. 
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Table 14--Cash receipts from selected commodities for British Columbia and Washington State 
 

Commodity 1974 1975 1976 3-year average

Br~~~sn T Dr~~~Bn British Britisn 

Columbia Washington Columbia Washington Columbia Washington Columbia Washington 

1,000 dollars 
Cattle 62,183 168,474 70,401 151,767 74,125 188,530 68,903 169,590Hogs 8,632 7,958 11,389 9,308 11,345 8,969 10,455 8,745
Dairy 97,091 195,406 111,008 208,297 115,340 240,182 107,813 214,628
Poultry and eggs 79,677 65,576 71,981 63,036 84,447 69,084 78,702 65,899
Other livestock 9,364 11,894 10,324 14,391 10,613 16,345 10,100 14,210
Grains 23,523 568,302 18,000 598,758 19,3~2 600,840 20,295 589,300
Vegetables 18,436 106,897 22,359 116,765 20,622 105,507 20,472 109,723
Potatoes 12,877 132,720 10,756 166,484 12,909 137,117 12.181 145,440
Fruits 46,087 246,245 39,946 239,656 46,636 158,034 44,223 214,645
Greenhouse nursery 12,281 40,335 18,622 41,733 23,598 44,561 18,167 42,210
Other crops 37,600 248,731 37,455 203.049 61,350 185,098 45.468 212,293

Total 40'{,751 1,792,538 422,241 1,813,244 480,341 1,754,267 436.780 1,786,683 

Sources: (23, £2.). 
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Table 15--Comparisons of farme in the Prairie Provinces 
with Montana/North Dakot~ 

----------------------~------~------------------~1~------------Prairie Provinces Hontana/North Dakota 
Item 

1971 1976 1969 1974 

Farms (number) 174,653 156,851 71,322 66,034
Land in farms 

(1,000 acres) 133,571 133,644 106,036 104,546
Average size (acres): 765 852 1,491 1,533 

Sources: (l!., 29). 

The Prairie Provinces also have substantial native grazing land 
(such as in southwestern Saskatcheyan and southeastern 
Alberta), but the preponderance of land in the farmed areas of 
the three Provinces is under cultivation. 

Another reason the u.s. side has larger farms is that this 
region was settled somewhat earlier, and the process of farm 
enlargement has been going on for a longer time. Thus, 
although the Canadian farms grew at a faster rate in the recent 
period, more farms had already been consolidated on the U.S. 
side. There is also a force which tends to slow the average 
rate of growth of the Canadian farms. The three Provinces have 
more large cities (half the people of the Prairie Provinces 
live in their five largest cities) than the two States, and 
farm operators in the vicinity of large cities pursue a more 
intensive agriculture on smaller holdings. Cities in Hontana 
and North Dakota are not of comparable size and represent 
smaller market outlets. 

Grains are the important commodity being produced on both sides 
of the border--cash receipts from grains make up more than half 
the total cash receipts (table 16). Wheat, Ly a wide margin, 
makes up the bulk of this grain. (It should be pointed out 
that grains, and especially wheat, were very favorably priced 
during the midseventies.) 

Cattle are also an important source of income f~r the Great 
 
Plains farmers--making up 20 percent of the cash farm receipts 
 
in Canada and 24 percent in the United States. Hogs, poultry, 
 
eggs, and dairy are produced in much larger quantities on the 
 
Canadian side. This fact is largely explained by the larger 
 

-consumer market north of the border. The Prairie Provinces 
have a popUlation three times the size of the combined 
population of Montana and North Dakota. Besides, British 
Columbia and eastern Canada have a deficit in food production, 
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Table 16--Cash receipts from selected commodities for the Prairie Provinces and Montana/North Dakota 

1974- -- 1975 .1976 3-year average
Commodity Prairie Montana/ Prairie Montana/ Prairie Montana/ Prairie Montana/ 

Provinces : North Dakota Provinces: North Dakota Provinces: North Dakota Provinces: North Dakota 

hOOO dollars 

Ce.tt1e 948,282 673,433 1,051,354 669,364 1,123,092 720,519 1,040,909 687,772 

Hogs 311,004 66,459 283,057 67,187 249,369 65.347 281,143 66,331 

Sheep 6,103 20,146 6,442 17,610 6,428 15,227 6,324 17,661 

Dairy 169,264 85,222 197,205 85,167 203,760 95,895 190,076 88,761 

Poultry and eggs 153,908 18,286 140,004 18,609 155,137 17,079 149,683 17,991 

Other 11 vestock 36,330 18,050 33,483 16,976 37,808 23,676 35,874 19,567 

Grains 11 2,290,818 2,255,814 3,057,737 1,605,863 2,764,733 1,406,824 2,704,429 1,756,167 

Oilseeds y 466,760 82,814 340,589 62,644 300,029 40,900 369,126 62,119 

Pot&toes 29,Q60 98,370 32,104 55,785 34,698 70,113 32,254 74,756 

Sugar beets 41,820 103,499 34,198 76,906 33,144 60,014 36,387 80,140 

Other crops 120,839 158,273 100,867 148,667 109,828 137,254 110,511 148,065 

Total 4,575,088 3,580,366 5,277,040 2,324,780 5,018,026 2,652,848 4,956,718 3,019,331 

1/ Wheat, oats, barley, and rye.
"i/ Flaxseed, rapeseed, and soybeans. 

Sources: (El, ~). 
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and buy most of their extra needs, primarily grains and cattle, 

from the Prairies. 

The Prairie Provinces far surpassed Montana/North Dakota in the 
production of oilseeds, but the two States had a much higher 
output of potatoes and sugar beets. 

Ontario and Michisan The main agricult~:~l areas for both Ontario and 11ichigan are 
in the southern part. of the two jurisdictions. Farming is 
carried on at similar iatitudes, with the most productive land 
on both sides of the border lying between the 42nd and 44th 

parallels. 

Ontario has 21 percent more farm~ and 35 percent more land in 
farms than 11ichigan. This gives Ontario the edge in size of 
farms by about 12 percent (table 17) • 

. Table 17--Comparisons of farms in Ontario with 11ichigan 

MichiganOntario 

Item 1974196919761971 

76,983 77 ,946 64,094 
Farms (number) ;94,772 
Land in farms 11,901 10,83214,744(1,000 acres) :15,963 169 . 153192Average size (acres): 168.
. 
 

Sources: (!!.' 29). 

In terms of cash value received from the sale of farm products, 
Michigan receipts in 1974-76 were only five-eighths the size of 
the farm cash receipts in Ontario (table 18). The commodities 
for which differences were greatest were tobacco in the crops 
area and cattle, hogs, poultry, and eggs in the animal products 

area. 

Growing tobacco in Ontario saves the Canadian economy large 
foreign exchange outlays which would be required if tobacco 
were imported. The uutput of animal products is aimed. at 
satisfying the large consumer market, not only OntariO's 8 
million people but extending to all af eastern Canada's 17 
million people. Farmers in the Atlantic Provinces and Quebec 
produce substantially less of most animal products than is 
required to feed the people within their borders. 2/ This 
gives Ontario producers a market beyond their own Province. 

!/ Dairy products are an exception in Quebec which currently 
r' 'riuces 135 percent of i ..s own needs. 
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Table 18--Cash receipts from selected commodities for Ontario and Michigan 

3-;Iear averye12161214 1275 
Commodity Ontario Michigan Ontario Michigan Ontario MichiganOntario Michigan 

1,000 do11aTS 

572,463 178,565 	 587,764 170,112
C&tt1e 588,483 168,729 602,346 163,042 

285,941 98,986
Hogs 	 255,689 86,762 304,353 104,801 	 297,182 105,396 

565,273 447,099 	 536,416 392,424
Dairy 469,929 353,860 514,047 376,314 

210,886 64,121
Poultry and eggs 274,508 63,431 252,708 59,413 285,442 69,532 

33,296 15,207 31,568 14,754
Other livestock 29,053 15,069 32,356 13,987 

134,252 85,492' 141.484
Grains 73,439 131,411 93,169 116,782 89,868 

80,69565,821 78,143 15,696 61,193Soybeans 78,511 100,569 44,925 

244,748 J:;j,540 221,331
Corn 159,444 216,374 148,114 202,890 153,062 

195,434212,348 160,102 119,899 148,378Vegetables 125,745 194,055 158,688 
 

Potatoes and sugar 
 
34,451 66,631 	 35,859 85,189

beets 38,371 113,064 34,754 17,666 

66,574 107,692
Fruits 66,492 130,6411 63,851 96,344 69,379 96,087 

186,429 220,785 200,801
Tobacco 195,190 

81,688 60,000• 	 Greenhouse nursery 14,805 55,610 86,46f? 61,276 101,790 63,115 

24,342 100,498 21,905
Other crops 81,355 22,249 102,221 19,123 111,918 

1,660,140
Total 	 2,511,014 1,651,839 2,684,429 1,629,807 2,780,354 1,100,575 2,658,599 

--- = not r.IP1icab1e. 
 

Sources: (23, £2.). 
 

N.... 

:c , .• ~~__'" '.:'-' '.c.:;;;:.':.c..c: :::':-:::-:--'::',!'y.:=::=.--;::.,,===~'?j''';·--~'''''MvliiililiiJilili••• ::..."< 

~~j"liIIli.lk.!..&"""'~~_...lh".U'tiO'h( d?6tt#t1fK '.ut" # M 



Quebec and New York 

=: 
 

Michigan producers also have access to a very large consumer 
market in the northea~t~rn quadrant of the United States. 
l1ichigan producers, however, receive a great deal of 
competition from p~oducers in other States in the eastern Corn 
Belt and from 11iddle Atlantic producers in supplying this 
northeast market. Since there is enough capacity to satisfy 
the market, the inducement to farmers tends to be to produce 
that product in which their farm or region has a comparative 
advantage, or the product for which updated marketing services 
exist in the local area. 

The Province of Quebec and the State of New York each had 
approximately 43,500 farms in 1975, averaging somewhat over 200 
acres per farm (table 19). During the preceding 5 years, farm 
numbers were ohrinking rapidly in both jurisdictions but 
especially in Quebec which lost around 30 percent of its farm 
units compared with 16 pe',·r.ent in New York. In the same 
period, Quebec also lost a greater proportion of its 
farmland--16 percent in Quebec compared with 7 percent in New 
York. 

In both the Province and the State, animal and animal products 
are extremely important in their contribution to cash receipts 
from farm production .(table 20). Grains and other field crops 
contribute insignificantly to cash receipts, partly because 
these crops are largely used as feed inputs into the livestock 
sector. Another reason crops do not dominate is that good 
productive land is a. limited resource in both Quebec and New 
York. 

Dairy production supplies a large population on both sides of 
the border and is by far the largest farm enterprise. Cattle, 
poultry, and eggs are also necessary enterprises to serve the 
large consuming populations. Pork and beef needs in the New 

Table 19--Comparisons of farms in Quebec and New York 

Item 
1971 

Quebec 

1976 

New York 

1969 1974 

Farms (number) 
Land in farms 

(1,000 acres) 
Average size (acres): 

61,257 

10,801 
176 

43,097 

9,026 
209 

57,909 

10,148 
196 

43,682 

9,411 
215 

Sources: (l!, 29). 
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Commodity 

Cattle 

Hogs 

Dairy 

Poultry and eggs 

Other livestock 

Grains 

Vegetables 

Potatoes 

Sugar beets 

Fruits 

Other crops 

Total 

Sources: (23, E,2,). 

Table 20--Cash receipts rrom selected commodities ror Quebec and Nev York 

: - 19'& 1975 1916 3-year average 
Quebec Nev York Quebec Nev York Quebec Nev York Quebec Nev York 

1,000 dOllars 
98,898 95,975 105,881 76,464'. 125,322 97,758 108,034182,874 90,0667,6-40 247,318 13,463 241,595 12,220 223,929516,806 11,107811,915 647,744 859,599 620,526 992,316 595,025188,891 887,943104,096 172,819 99,491 198,795 109,430 186.837 104,3399,703 11,631 11,769 11,534 12,056 11,890 11,1767,007 11,68580,890 8,349 74,249 6,731 n,7Gd 7,36230,393 75,616110,595 41,429 134,167 41,171 117,112 37,66432,231 120,62556,261 22,947 53,440 27,003 61,330 27,394 57,0101,979 3,129 5,721 2,913 3,131 1,993 3,61018,014 2,678107,933 16,513 104,201 18,306 96,810 17,61156,76( 102,981105,196 60,609 116,792 75,429 125,804 64,268 115,9311,137,568 1,495,261 1,341,098 1,546,313 1,370,065 1,698,371 1,282,910 1,579,982 
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Atlantic Provinces 
and t1aine 

York market are supplied largely by the U.S. Corn Belt. Host 
poultry and eg~ needs on the UeS. side are supplied by the 
Middle Atlantic region and Maine. In Quebec, swine production 
has become a large industry for several reasons. Historically, 
eastern Canada has been a net importer of hogs and pork, and 
local producers have often had an incentive to get into the 
business. Since 1976, the expansion in hogs has been helped by 
the declining Canadian exchange rate. Border impediments have 
tended to discourage substantial imports from the United 
States, and long hauls add heavily to the costs of bringing 
hogs and pork all the way from western Canada. 

At least two other forces have given the hog industry a strong 
boost in Quebec. Vertical integrators such as feed mills and 
slaughterhouses have assumed some of the risk and management 
functions associated with swine production. Secondly, quotas 
imposed on the dairy and poultry industries have contributed to 
generating underemployed labor resources on Quebec farms. 
These resources have turned increasingly to swine production 
which is not restricted by quotas. 

The Atlantic Provinces (New Brunswick, Nova Scotia, 
Prince Edward Island, and Newfoundland) had roughly twice as 
much land in farms as the State of Maine at the beginning of 
the seventies (table 21). Five years later, the amount of land 
in farms had shrunk about 21 percent in the four provinces and 
about 13 percent in 'faine. 

Farm numbers had shrunk even more dramatically during the 5 
years, declining 41 percent in the Atlantic Provinces and 19 
percent in Maine. By the midseventies, the Canadian farms in 
the Atlantic Provinces were larger than the l1aine farms, even 
though at the beginning of the decade the reverse had been true. 

Table 21--Comparisons of farms in Atlantic Provinces with Maine 

Atlantic Provinces l-faine 
Item 

1971 1976 1969 1974 

Farms (number) 17,078 10,137 7,971 6,436 
Land in farms 

(7,000 acres) 3,475 2,743 1,760 1,524 
Average size (acres): 203 271 221 237 

Sources: (Q, 26). 
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As indicated by farm cash receipts, poultry, eggs, dairy, and 
potatoes were the major farm enterprises, comprising about 90 
percent of Haine' s farm cash receipts (table 22). ~Iaine • s 
large output of potatoes can be attributed primarily to the 
comparative advantage this crop enjoys in the State. Poultry, 
eggs, and to a lesser extent, dairy, have been growing 
industries because of the large Boston-to-New York market. 

Potatoes, poultry, eggs, and dairy are also important in the 
Atlantic Provinces, accounting for 60 percent of all farm cash 
receipts. The potato enterprise owes much of its size to 
comparative advantages in producing this crop. Poultry, eggs, 
and dairy euterprises help supply the more than 2 million 
consumers living within the four Atlantic Provinces. 

Cash receipts from the sale of cattle and hogs in the four 
Provinces far exceeded the return'~ from these products in 
Maine. The Provinces are separated from the United States by 
an international boundary and far removed from large suppliers 
of red meats in western Canada or the u.s. Corn Belto 
Therefore, the local producers make a special effort to produce 
the higher valued foods, applying their meager farm production 
resources to do so. 

Quotas applying to poultry, eggs, and dairy enterprises on the 
Canadian side restrict the amount o.f farm labor which could be 
absorbed by these intensive farming ~ndustries. There is 
considerable incentive to channel resources held out of the 
quota enterprises into the hog and cattle enterprises which 
have no quotas. 
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Table 22--Cash receipts from selected commodities for the Atlantic Provinces and Maine 

:-Commodity 

Cattle 

Hogs 

Poultry and eggs 

Dairy 

Sheep and lambs 

Other livestock 

Grains 

Potatoes 

Vegetables 

Fruits 

Other crops 

Total 

Sources: (13, .§). 

1274 
Atlantic 
Provinces 

29,405 

24,231 

43,687 

52.226 

631 

4,069 

1.376 

90,606 

7,251 

9,639 

17,699 

291,733 

Maine 

7,085 

681 

160.185 

59,345 

229 

73 

5.025 

161,116 

6,250 

10,968 

7,078 

418,174 

1272 
Atlantic 
Provinces 

33,752 

31,296 

43.851 

63,539 

794 

4,596 

475 

59,123 

9,150 

10,187 

18.589 

299,706 

Maine 

-­ -1976 
Atlantic 
Provinces Maine 

3-lear e.verase 
Atlantic MainePr';vinces 

,h000 dollars 

5,492 33.263 7.521 32,140 6~699 

643 30.714 888 28.747 737 

179,731 48,743 191,871 45.427 177 .262 

61.137 

326 

42 

71,000 

1,058 

5,513 

59.345 

222 

51 

62.225 

828 

4.726 

59.942 

259 

55 

, 
{ 
~ 

1 
5,233 480 5,490 777 5.249 

88,032 93,614 138,274 81,114 129,141 

6,854 9,352 6,420 8,584 6,508 

10,548 10,100 15,843 9,975 12,453 

6,612 21,338 8,960 19.209 7,550 

364,753 341,159 443,068 310,866 401J,665 
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